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Review of Quality as a Factor in Sailor Selection of Monetary and Non* 

Monetary incentives 

Executive Summary 

Today’s Navy is faced with a number of challenges in attracting and 
retaining the officers and enlisted personnel required to operate and maintain the 
technical equipment required to achieve mission success. Investment of time 
and dollars in training and qualifying individuals to drive ships, operate and 
maintain weapons systems, fly aircraft, operate nuclear plants, and manage 
people can average several hundred thousand dollars by the completion of an 
initial four-year tour of duty. In some cases, it is not unusual to exceed a million 
dollar investment in training and development of a Sailor with very specialized 
skills.! It is clearly in the Navy’s best interest to retain the skills and capabilities 
of these highly trained individuals for a career rather than invest in retraining 
personnel every four to six years. 

The research focused on the issue of quality of the officer or enlisted 
service member as determined by their fitness report rating of Early Promote (EP 
= 5), Must Promote (MP = 4) or Promotable (P = 3) and related that data to their 
selection of a monetary or non-monetary incentive at significant career decision 
points. The goal was to determine if the quality of the individual was related to 
whether they selected a monetary incentive or a non-monetary incentive. 

A limited number of these incentives were looked at in the research, 
specifically the Surface Warfare Officer Continuation Pay (SWOCP or “SWO 
bonus”) monetary incentive for officers, the Selective Reenlistment Bonus (SRB) 
monetary incentive for enlisted personnel, and the No-Cost Geographic Stability 
Permanent Change of Station (PCS) move non-monetary incentive for both 
officers and enlisted. White data was collected for each of these incentive 
programs, the data obtained for the enlisted personnel was inconsistent, and in 
many cases could not be matched to the quality data required to complete a 
thorough analysis. Based on the limited time available to complete this initial 
project, the research focused on the officer data related to the SWO Bonus and 
the No-Cost Geographic Stability PCS moves. The enlisted data related to SRB 
and PCS moves is available and may be useable with some minor additional 


1 GAO Report to the Chairman and Ranking Minority Member, Sub 
Committee on Military Personnel, Committee on Armed Services, House of 
Representatives: "Military Personnel, Actions Required to Better Define Pilot 
Requirements and Promote Retention," GAO/NSIAD-99-211, page 18 The web 
link is; httD://www.aao.Qov/archive/1999/ns99211 odf 
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refinement of data structure by a future Capstone group, thesis student, or faculty 
researcher. 

Along the way, a new methodology was created to obtain personnel data 
without the Personal Identifiable Information (Pll) being compromised. In 
addition, this new methodology provided a process to include officer and Sailor 
performance as it relates to the quality of individuals who take monetary and non¬ 
monetary incentives. Both of these new concepts provided valuable information 
to the project and can be used for future work that uses Pll or quality as part of 
the required data set. 

Based on analysis of the officer data obtained, the key findings revealed: 

• The data covered 1,453 officers that executed a no-cost PCS during 
the time period. There does not appear to be a relationship between 
quality and these types of moves. 

• For the officers receiving a SWO bonus and ratings in the range of P, 
MP and EP, over 75 percent of recipients received a most recent 
fitness report rating of at least MP, and over 50 percent of recipients 
received a most recent score of EP. 

• Even though a majority of SWO data revealed a quality component 
being applied to a bonus award, Navy still spent $3 million on 36 
officers evaluated as P and $0.4 million on 8 officers who no longer 
have a SWO designator over the three fiscal years reviewed. 

The project team recommends the following actions based on the 
outcome of this project: 

• Conduct further studies on other monetary incentives such as Aviator 
Continuation Pay, Nuclear Continuation Bonus and Tuition Assistance. 
Additionally, obtain more non-monetary incentive data such as base 
housing information and child development center enrollment. 

Compare the monetary and non-monetary data to the quality of the 
officers and Sailors receiving the incentive. 

• Analyze SRB and enlisted no-cost PCS move data to identify any 
similarities and differences in comparison to the SWO analysis 
conducted in this report. 

• Review SWO bonus policy to ensure that SWOs that apply for lateral 
transfer are currently not executing a SWO bonus contract. 
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I. INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 


A. INTRODUCTION 

Today’s Navy is faced with a number of challenges in attracting and 
retaining the officers and enlisted personnel required to operate and maintain the 
technical equipment needed for achieving mission success. Investment of time 
and dollars in training and qualifying individuals to drive ships, operate and 
maintain weapons systems, fly aircraft, operate nuclear plants, and manage 
people can average several hundred thousand dollars by the completion of an 
initial four-year tour of duty, in some cases, it is not unusual to exceed a million 
dollar investment in training and development of an officer or a Sailor with very 
specialized skills.^ It is clearly in the Navy's best interest to retain the skills and 
capabilities of these highly trained individuals for a career rather than invest in 
retraining personnel every four to six years. 

In an effort to retain personnel with valued skills, the Navy has applied a 
variety of monetary and non-monetary incentives over the years. These 
incentives have ranged from monetary bonuses to educational benefits to job 
programs aimed at spouses, all in an effort to entice personnel to continue their 
naval career. The past three years have produced somewhat of an anomaly in 
retention behavior as the economic recession has pushed reenlistment rates to 
an all-time high. With a difficult job market across the country, many officers and 
Sailors are choosing to continue their service, forcing the Navy to use 
Continuation Boards to determine which personnel will be allowed to continue to 
serve. This situation is not the norm and should not be the basis for eliminating 
the use of targeted monetary and non-monetary incentives for force shaping and 
management as some individuals are currently advocating. The goal should be 
to ensure that the incentives applied are supporting retention of the best qualified 
and best performing officers and Sailors who are willing to continue their service 
in the skill sets that the Navy requires. 

Our research focused on the issue of quality of the officer or enlisted 
service member as determined by their fitness report rating of Early Promote (EP 
= 6), Must Promote (MP = 4) or Promotable {P = 3). Our goal was to determine if 

2 GAO Report to the Chairman and Ranking Minority Member, Sub 
Committee on Military Personnel, Committee on Armed Services, House of 
Representatives: "Military Personnel, Actions Required to Better Define Pilot 
Requirements and Promote Retention," GAO/NSIAD-99-211, page 18. The web 
link is: http://www.qao.qov/archive/1999/ns99211.pdf . 
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the quality of the individual could be correlated to whether an officer or Sailor 

chose a monetary incentive or a non-monetary incentive. 

B. BACKGROUND 

There are numerous monetary and non-monetary incentives used to retain 
personnel. We looked at a limited number of these incentives in our research, 
specifically the Surface Warfare Officer Continuation Pay (SWOCP or “SWO 
bonus") monetary incentive for officers, the Selective Reenlistment Bonus (SRB) 
monetary incentive for enlisted personnel, and the No-Cost Geographic Stability 
Permanent Change of Station (PCS) move non-monetary incentive for both 
officers and enlisted. 

1. Surface Warfare Officer (SWO) Bonus 

The SWO bonus is a special monetary incentive aimed at officers who 
have met all the qualifications necessary to obtain their SWO qualification during 
their initial tour at sea. These are the officers that “drive” ships. It is often difficult 
to retain these personnel due to the difficult schedule that ships maintain and the 
repeated separations from family that occur in this career path. The SWO bonus 
is intended to improve officer retention in an effort to fully man the current and 
projected SWO department head billets. Those entering into the program are 
obligated to remain on active duty to complete one or more assignments as a 
department head afloat. In order to entice these officers to stay beyond their 
initial tour of duty, they currently receive a $50,000 bonus paid in five installments 
to sign on for an additional tour of obligated service. The first payment is made 
upon acceptance of the contract, with the four subsequent payments being made 
once the officer begins his or her department head assignment or department 
head school (whichever is earlier), and each year thereafter on that anniversary. 
(Note: During the time frame of this analysis, the SWO Bonus was up to 
$ 100 , 000 .) 

2. Selective Reenlistment Bonus 

The SRB is a monetary incentive paid to enlisted members to encourage 
reenlistments in critical skill areas and to maintain required manning of those 
critical billets. The amount of dollars paid in an SRB is routinely adjusted using a 
“multiple” or multiplier to ensure that the Navy is retaining the correct quantity of 
personnel with the designated skill mix necessary to meet the needs of the Navy 
and ensure mission success, in addition, the SRB payment matrix is divided into 
three zones to ensure that the Navy retains not only the correct skill but the 
correct experience level for each skill set. For example, Zone A covers 


2 



personnel with between 21 months and six years of active service experience, 
Zone B covers personnel with between six years and ten years of active service 
experience, and Zone C is aimed at reenlistments between ten and fourteen 
years of active service experience. 

The actual amount of an individual’s SRB bonus is determined by 
calculating the following: 


(Monthly Base Pay) X (Years of Additional Service) X (SRB Multiplier) = SRB amount 


The SRB amount is paid over the term of the reenlistment, normally as 50 
percent at the time of reenlistment and the reminder in equal installments 
annually for the remainder of the enlistment period. 

3. No-Cost Geographic Stability PCS Move 

In a no-cost geographic stability PCS move scenario, the service member 
may elect to remain in their current location instead of having to sell a home and 
uproot their family to a new Navy homeport location. In many instances, stability 
may have more value to a service member than a cash payment. This non¬ 
monetary incentive may be particularty important to an officer or a Sailor whose 
spouse is pursuing their career and is not able to pick up and relocate every few 
years. Additionally, the no-cost PCS move provides cost avoidance for the Navy, 
which is extremely important during constrained budgets. Lastly, the no-cost 
move does not require an additional obligation. 

C. PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

Determine the relationship between high quality officers and Sailors and 
their decisions to take monetary or non-monetary incentives. The project 
provides analytical data to support findings to the following research questions: 

• Does a high quality officer or Sailor select monetary incentives over non¬ 
monetary incentives? 

• Does gender play a role in selecting a monetary or non-monetary 
incentive? 

• Does grade level play a role in selecting a monetary or non-monetary 
incentive? 

• Does length of service affect selection of a monetary of non-monetary 
incentive? 
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• What percentage of no-cost geographic stability PCS moves consist of 
high quality officers or Sailors? 

• Do officers and Sailors prefer monetary or non-monetary incentives? 

• Do higher quality personnel choose non-monetary incentives over 
monetary incentives? 

D. PROJECT SCOPE 

The scope of the project was based on Navy Personnel Research, Studies 
and Technology (NPRST), Navy Personnel Command (NPC) in Millington, 
Tennessee and Permanent Change of Station Variable Component (PCSVC) 
activity in Cleveland, Ohio data in Navy owned databases. The analysis was 
limited to active duty and no-cost PCS move data for Surface Warfare Officers. 
SRB data was obtained, but due to incomplete data fields and limited time to 
address data clean-up issues, an analysis on this data was not completed. RWC 
Manpower will present findings of current research and recommendations for 
future research, but will not be responsible for the actual future research or 
assistance in obtaining data for future research. 

E. METHODOLOGY 

To initiate research, RWC Manpower identified the data attributes required to 
relate the quality of officers and Sailors to monetary and non-monetary retention 
incentives. The data included the following attributes: 

• Fiscal Year identifier (FY 2008-2010) 

• Unique Identifier (replacing Social Security Number) 

• Quality from Fitness Report evaluations (Early Promote, Must Promote, 
Promotable, Progressing, Significant Problems and Not Observed)) 

• Incentive Type: SWO monetary bonus for officers, SRB monetary bonus 
for enlisted, and No-cost Geographic stability PCS move for officers and 
enlisted 

• Dollar values of both the SWO and SRB monetary bonuses 

• Gender of Service member 

• Officer or enlisted member 

• Length of service 

• Grade of officer and enlisted members 

• Rating of enlisted members 
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RWC Manpower obtained data from NPRST, NPC and PCSVC activities. 
These Navy Commands have program management responsibility for: (1) Navy 
Fitness Report System, (2) Permanent Change of Station moves, (3) Selective 
Reenlistment Bonus (SRB) oversight, and (4) Surface Warfare Officer (SWO) 
Bonus oversight. 

RWC Manpower Consultants identified data elements required to relate 
the quality of officers and Sailors to monetary and non-monetary retention 
incentives, specifically Surface Warfare Officer Continuation Pay monetary 
incentive for officers, Seiective Reenlistment Bonus monetary incentive for 
enlisted personnel, and the No-Cost Geographic Stability PCS move non¬ 
monetary incentive for both officers and enlisted. These data elements are 
detailed below as Table 1. 


FYXX 

Unique 

Identifier 

IlnlieuaiSSNI 

Quality 

(P/MP/EPl 

TYPF < Gender 0/E LOS 

isRB.swo.pcsi (»e/$woi IMZEl 

GRADE 

RATINGIE) 



TABLE 1 

: REQUESTED DATA FORMAT 




Working with NPRST, NPC and PCSVC, RWC Manpower identified data 
sources and data base managers responsible for SWO Bonus data, SRB data, 
and No-Cost PCS data. A data file was generated by NPC PERS-3 (data 
owners) for SWO and SRB Bonus data that provided SSNs of personnel 
receiving these incentives. Likewise, a data file was generated by PCSVC (data 
owner) that provided SSNs of personnel receiving a no-cost PCS move. These 
data files were for Fiscal Years 08, 09 and 10. The source files generated were 
forwarded directly to NPRST, preventing RWC Manpower from having to 
manage Personally Identifiable Information (PH). 

After receiving permission from NPC PERS-3, who controls access to the 
quality data, NPRST provided the source files containing the SSNs of personnel 
receiving the various monetary and non-monetary incentives to Space and Naval 
Warfare Systems Command, Data Center, New Orleans (SPAWAR NOLA). 
NPRST built a query to capture the required quality data within the 
Fitness/Evaluation Report database hosted at SPAWAR NOLA. This allowed 
quality data to be matched to monetary and non-monetary incentives data by 
individual. NPRST received the results of the query against the 
Fitness/Evaluation Report data and stripped out the SSNs, replacing them with a 
unique identifier, thereby eliminating PM concerns. 
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NPRST provided RWC Manpower Consultants with clean data files 
containing quality data as defined by a rating of Promotable, Must Promote or 
Early Promote for: 

• Surface Warfare Officers that received an initial bonus payment in FY08, 
FY09 or FY10. 

• Surface Warfare Officers that executed a No-Cost Geographic Stability 
PCS move in FY08, FY09 or FY10. 

• Enlisted personnel that received an initial SRB payment in FY08, FY09 or 
FY10 (full analysis of this data was not possible as part of this project due 
to incomplete data issues and time limitations). 

• Enlisted personnel that executed a No-Cost Geographic Stability PCS 
move in FY08, FY09 or FY10 (full analysis of this data was not possible as 
part of this project due to incomplete data issues and time limitations). 

The key organizations and their responsibilities of obtaining data and 
interface support are graphically depicted in Figure 1. 


NPRST 


Monetary Inc erttives (from NPC PERS-3) Non-monetarv Incentives ffrom PCSVCi 


SRB Data * 

SWO Bonus Data* • 

PCS' 

'No Cost" 



SSN, $ ^ 

ssN,s| : 

/ 

SSN 



,_ 

NPRST (Value added) 

J 





I 

■i 

FY08 

FY09 

FYIO 1 

Data owned by , 


SWO 

51 

402 

67 

NPC (PERS-3) 
and hosted at 

FITREP / EVAL 

PCS (0) 

348 

555 

550 

SPAWAR, New 

SRB 

5,177 

8,706 

5,429 

Orleans, LA 


PCS(E) 

6,268 

12,216 

9,409 


NPRST (Value added) 

i 

Final Data Elements received 


FYXX Quality TYPE $ Gender O/E 

iww/ip) msm i»g.swo.pgi BiBtsHQi iMai 


tSS GRADE RATiNGtEl 


* Initial Payments Only 

FIGURE 1: SPECIFIC PERSONNEL DATA RETRIEVAL METHODOLOGY 
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II. 


FINDINGS/RESULTS 


A. METHODOLOGY TO DEVELOP SOURCE DATA ON SAILOR 
QUALITY WITHOUT PERSONALLY IDENTIFIABLE 
INFORMATION 

1. Personally Identifiable Information 

The study established a methodology to develop source data for monetary 
and non-monetary incentives and then query the Fitness/Evaluation Report 
database to obtain quality information that can be linked by individual, using a 
unique identifier, to monetary and non-monetary incentives. 

The methodology established was a powerful result of this project and can 
be generically applied to any research requiring personnel data with Pll. All 
required personnel data files should be identified by data source and data owner. 
The source files generated should be managed and exchanged in a manner to 
prevent research teams from having to manage Pll by assigning the unique 
identifiers that cannot be retraced to individual personnel information. 

In today’s data intensive environment, it is more important than ever to 
protect Pll from compromise. Academic institutions are increasingly concerned 
with Human Research Protection and have instituted Institutional Review Board 
approvals to ensure that research planning accounts for these concerns prior to 
initializing any research that may pose a risk to participants or collected Pll data. 
This methodology offers research teams a way forward in collecting aggregate 
personnel data related to a variety of Navy issues without the risk and associated 
workload required in managing Pll within their project. 

2. Quality Related Data and Analysis 

Within the Manpower, Personnel, Training and Education (MPT&E) 
domain, NPRST can link any source files containing SSNs of personnel receiving 
various monetary and non-monetary incentives to the actual quality element in 
the individual’s fitness or evaluation report. NPRSTs value added to this 
methodology is to build a query to capture the required quality data within the 
Fitness/Evaluation Report database. This allows quality data to be matched to 
monetary and non-monetary incentives data by individual. NPRST will receive 
the results of the query against the Fitness/Evaluation Report data and strip out 
the SSNs, replacing them with a unique identifier for each SSN and eliminating 
Pll concerns for the research team. 
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Figure 2 below provides a graphic representation of the standard 
methodology for future research initiatives on linking monetary and non-monetary 
incentives to officer and Sailor quality. 

Personnel Data Retrieval Methodology 

Without PM 

1. Identify monetary (i.e. SWO, SRB, Aviation. Submanne, etc) and non-monetary (i.e. no cost PCS. 

Base Housing, Child Development Centers, Tulton Assistance, etc.) Incentives for data attribute 
collection (Identity desired data output format) 

i 

|~2- NPRST contacts monetary and non-monetary tncentive data owners to obtain raw data 1 

_ i 

I 3. M onetary and non-monetary d ata owners send t^ta (must include social security numbers) to NPRST 

1 

4. NPRST receives authorization from NPC (quality data owner) to send Social Security numbers 
to SP AWAR New Orleans for retrieval of quality data: New Orleans sends data to NPRST 

"." 1 

5. NPRST removes Social Security Number and assigns unique identifier: NPRST formats data 

_ into reques ted configuration; Final data sent to requesting activity 

FIGURE 2: GENERIC PERSONNEL DATA RETRIEVAL METHODOLOGY 

B. OFFICER ANALYSIS 

1. Officer Data Methodology 

The goal of the data analysis was to determine the relationship between 
the quality of officers and Sailors and their decision to take monetary or non¬ 
monetary incentives when they reach a decision point in their careers. In order 
to develop and structure the data in support of this analysis, RWC Manpower 
worked extensively with NPRST project and data managers to develop data logic 
and definitions used to provide final data files. Extensive effort was expended 
organizing and cleansing data to provide meaningful results in the desired 
format. 

The data collection process began with creating a SSN_MASTER2 table 
by combining the distinct list of SSN values collected from the SWO Bonus and 
No-cost PCS data files. SSN values were mapped to a unique identifier (ID 
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column in all output files) for de-identified use. The SSN_MASTER2 table was 
used as the starting list of records to be flagged according to the contents of the 
SWO Bonus and No-cost PCS tables. Flagged fiscal year and SWO bonus 
entitlement amount fields were then populated by matching to the appropriate 
source table using the unique identifier (ID) and updating the record accordingly. 
SSN_Master2 table was then filtered to select only officer records for which the 
active duty officer received a SWO bonus or a no-cost PCS move. Those 
records were then matched to FITREP and demographic data using the ID field. 
The final summary list was created by filtering the values to select only records 
where the fiscal year of the FITREP record matched the values in the ZPCS_FY 
or SWOB_FY fields. 

The data criteria and logic used are provided below; 

• SWO Data Request Criteria; Selected a list of 37,923 SSN values from 
Officer Master File (OMF) covering FY08-FY10 where designators were 
for “11XX” officers. Data was provided by Defense Finance and 
Accounting Sen/ice (DFAS) requesting matching records for SWO bonus 
recipients. 3,738 records were returned where the officer had received a 
bonus of some type. 

• PCS Data Request Criteria; Selected a list of SSN values from the PCS 
Reservation and Obligation and Data System (PRODS) covering FY08- 
FY10 for all officers. 

• FITREP (Quality) Data Request Criteria; SSN values from the SWO data 
request list was appended to the PCS data request list and submitted to 
SPAWAR NOLA. 

• Length of Service (LOS) Calculation logic: Counted number of days 
between Pay Entry Base Date and the last day of the month of the file 
used to populate the pay entry base date and divided by 365.25. An 
example of the formula used in the query is below: 

LOS_CALCULATED = DATEDIFF (dd, PEBD_DT, ‘2009-04-30’y365.25 

o For the officer file, all LOS values were calculated using OMF dated 
2010-09-30. 
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• Paygrade logic: Paygrade field were converted from OMF system values 
of E & G-L to 01 -07 using case statements to apply the converted values 
based on definitions in the OMF data dictionaries. 

The actual files provided are identified below: 

• FR_SW0_111X_W_DEM0.XLS contains SWO Bonus and demographic 
data for officers with designator 111X which resulted in 995 records (566 
distinct individuals). 

• FR_ZER0PCS_111X_W_DEM0.XLS contains no-cost PCS and 
demographic data for active duty officers that had a no-cost PCS move 
within FY08-FY10 which resulted in 1,719 records (1,580 distinct 
individuals). 

• FR_OFFICER_SUMMARY_ALL_FITREP_RECORDS.XLS is a complete 
set of FITREP (quality) records for the 1,871 individuals included in the 
FR_OFFICER_SUMMARY.XLS file. 

• FR_OFFICER_SUMMARY.XLS is a summary table for use in analysis of 
those officers with no-cost PCS orders or a SWO bonus with a FITREP 
record for that year which resulted in 3.220 records (1,871 distinct 
individuals). 

The actual data elements provided are identified below: 

• SWOB is a binary flag to indicate that the member received a SWO Bonus 
(1 -- Received Bonus, Blank - No Bonus). 

• SWOB_FY denotes the fiscal year (as determined by the value in the 
FY_1 field) in which the subject received a SWO Bonus. 

• SWOB_Entltlement indicates the entitlement amount for the SWO Bonus. 

• ZPCS is a binary flag to indicate that the member received a no-cost PCS 
move (1 - Received no-cost move. Blank - No no-cost PCS move). 

• ZPCS_FY denotes the fiscal year in which the member had a no-cost PCS 
move. 

• FITREP_FY denotes the fiscal year (determined from the value in the 
TO_Dr field) of the FITREP record. 

2. Officer Data Analysis 

RWC Manpower Consultants addressed the primary project objective of 
quality as it relates to SWO Bonuses and no-cost PCS moves. In other words, 
quality as it relates to monetary versus non-monetary incentives. All data 
analyzed for the primary objective was sorted by FY 08 - FY10 individually and 


10 



included pay grade, designator and gender. Secondary issues addressed were 
gender as it relates to SWO Bonuses and no-cost PCS moves; grade as it 
relates to SWO Bonuses and no-cost PCS moves; length of service as it relates 
to SWO Bonuses and no-cost PCS moves; percentage of no-cost PCS moves 
consisting of high quality officers and percentage of SWO bonuses consisting of 
high quality officers. All secondary issues analyzed the data in aggregate. 

Analysis identified 566 individual SWOs who obtained an initial SWO 
bonus payment and 1,580 unique SWOs who executed a no-cost PCS move 
during the identified time period. These 2,146 SWO’s unique SSNs were then 
used to generate related fitness report (quality) data. However, only 1,973 
records contained quality data and 102 of those records were duplicative 
because the officer received a SWO bonus and executed a no-cost PCS move 
between FY08 and FY10. The final tally was 1,871 unique records for officers. 
After all quality data was matched to a monetary and non-monetary incentive, 
NPRST removed the SSNs and replaced them with a unique identifier. This 
procedure eliminated PM concerns. Table 2 below summarizes these results. 


PCS 

SWO 

Beginning Assumptions OFFICER 

MPN ft RPN 

FY08-FY10 

Beginning Assumptions 11XX Desig 

All Pa^nents (Initial and 
Anniversary) 

Officers 

111X) 

Officers (11IX) 

# of Original 
Records 

10,033 

1,580 Unique SSNs 

# of Original 
Records 

9,691 

3,738 Unique SSNs 



<4 no Quality> 




# of Records 
MPN;FY08, 
09,10 

9,710 

1 576 Unique SSNs 
’ W/111X Desig 

* of Records 
Initial 
Payments; 
FY08,09,10 

4,075 

1816 Unique SSNs 
’ W/111X Desig 

«of 

Records 
MPN; FY08, 
09,10; Desig 
111X 

1,719 

<123 no Quality> 

Unique SSNs 
1,453 111X Desig 

FY08,09,10 

»of 

Records 
Initial 
Payments; 
FY08,09,10; 
Desig 111X 

995 

Unique SSNs 
566 11IX Desig 

FY08,09,10 

<46 no Ouality> 

520 


TABLE 2: OFFICER DATA RESULTS 


RWC Manpower reviewed the data related to no-cost PCS moves and the 
quality of officers that took advantage of this option during FY08 through FY10. 
The data covered 1,453 officers that executed a no-cost PCS during the time 
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period and revealed that there does not appear to be a relationship between 
quality and these types of moves. That makes intuitive sense, since it would not 
be beneficial for the Navy to expend funds to PCS an officer who is a marginal 
performer. The data does beg the question of whether the officers receiving a 
rating of P, or 3, are simply complacent in their careers and choose not to move 
even when that may offer the best opportunity for professional development and 
advancement. For example, of the officers that received a no-cost PCS order in 
FY08, 28 percent received a quality rating of P or 3. The data is reflected in 
Figure 3 below and summarized in Appendices 1 and 2. 


NO COST PCS/QUALITY RATING 



0 1 2 3 4 s 


■ FY08 BFYOS FYIO 


FIGURE 3: QUALITY RATINGS OF OFFICERS EXECUTING NO COST PCS 

MOVE 
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Data was also developed and reviewed based on the quality of officers 
receiving a SWO bonus from FY08 through FY10. This data again contained a 
number of records for officers that were not observed (numeric score of zero) 
during the most recent review period captured in the data base. We did not 
attempt to draw conclusions about the quality of these officers, but future 
research may be warranted to determine if the officers in this category were 
subject to any quality review that went further back in time than the previous 
reporting period to determine their suitability for award of the SWO bonus. For 
the officers in the range of P (3), MP (4) and EP (5), the data indicates a clear 
relationship of quality related to award of the bonus. Over 75 percent of 
recipients received a most recent fitness report rating of at least MP (4), and over 
50 percent of recipients received a most recent score of EP (5). Data indicates 
that ratings of EP (5) increased in FY10 from 55 to 58 percent and ratings of MP 
(4) decreased from 20 tol 8 percent. The data is reflected in Figure 4 below and 
summarized in Appendices 3 and 4. 


SWO BONUS/QUALITY RATING 



0 1 2 3 4 S 

■ FY08 ■ FY09 FYIO 


FIGURE 4: QUALITY RATINGS OF OFFICERS RECEIVING A SWO BONUS 

As mentioned earlier, the data included 102 officers that received a SWO 
bonus and executed a no-cost PCS move. Of the 102 officers, 43 officers 
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received both incentives in the same year and the remaining 59 officers received 
both incentives in different years. The 43 officers that received both incentives in 
the same year were overall higher quality officers than the officers who just 
received a SWO Bonus or PCS move alone as shown in Appendix 5. 

An area of interest in Figure 4 above is the group of officers receiving a 
SWO bonus with a rating of P (3) on their most recent fitness report. Analysis of 
these records revealed 36 officers in this category, with the majority in the grade 
of 0-4, and the bonus awarded in FY09. Of interest is the fact that Navy spent 
$3 million over the three fiscal years reviewed on SWO bonus payments to 
officers evaluated as P (3). This seems to be counter to the bonus being used to 
retain the highest quality officers with these specialized skills. Table 3 below 
summarizes this data on the officers receiving a SWO bonus with a rating of P 
(3), breaking it out by grade. 


0-4 

1 

Ratina 

« of Officers 

S entitlenisnt Torsi .t 

3 


$ 12,000 $ 12 000 

3 

6 

( 46,000 6 270 OOO 

3 

3 

$ SO/WO S 270 00( 

3 

10 

1 M,000 $ MO OOC 

3 

3 

$ 100,000 $ 300,000 

Total 

23 

$ 1.848.000 

_ __^ 

0-5 



Ratina 

« of Offlcori 

$ entitlement Tntsi s 




3 

6 

6 00,000 4 540,00( 

3 

3 

$ 00,000 $ 207 OOC 

Total 

S 

S aa? nnn 


- 

0-6 



_Rating_ 

• of Officers 

$ entitlement Tatsl S 



-* 

3 

1 

0 20,000 $ 20 OOC 

3 

1 

$ 75,000 f 75 OOO 

3 

1 

3 00,000 $ 00 OOC 

3 

1 

S 09,000 S M OOC 

Total 

4 

S 284.00r 

TOTALS 36 

$ 2.969.000 


TABLE 3: DETAIL OF OFFICERS RECEIVING SWO BONUS WITH RATING 

OF PROMOTABLE 

When analyzing the SWO Bonus data as it relates to gender and quality, 
there was a slight difference between males and females from FY08 to FY10 in 
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favor of males receiving higher ratings. As Figure 5 located below illustrates, 
female SWOs who received bonuses from FY08 to FY10 had more quality 
ratings of MP (4) than their male contemporaries by 2 percent (21 percent female 
and 19 percent male), but less quality ratings than their male counterparts at the 
EP (5) level by 5 percent (51 percent female and 56 percent male). Additionally, 
as Table 4 below indicates, there was a slight difference in award amounts 
between males and females in favor of females receiving the higher bonus 
amounts than their male counterparts. However, SWO bonus amounts of 
$75,000 or greater given to males and females were almost identical percentage 
wise at 61 percent and 62 percent, respectively. Appendix 6 provides the raw 
data depicted in Figure 5. 



FIGURE 5: QUALITY RATINGS OF OFFICERS RECEIVING A SWO BONUS 

BY GENDER 
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FY08 - FYIO SWO 

Total = 520 

Males = 467 


Females = 53 






SWOB Amount 

# of Officers 

% of Total 

# of Officers 

%of Total 






$12,000 

12 

3% 

5 

9% 

$20,000 

2 

0% 

2 

4% 

$46,000 

71 

15% 

4 

8% 

$50,000 

97 

21% 

9 

17% 

$75,000 

3 

1% 

0 

0% 

$90,000 

86 

18% 

5 

9% 

$100,000 

196 

42% 

28 

53% 

Total 

467 

100% 

53 

100% 


TABLE 4: DETAIL OF OFFICERS SWO BONUS AMOUNTS BY GENDER 

When analyzing the SWO Bonus data as it relates to pay grade and 
quality, the data, as depicted below in Figure 6, clearly showed that the more 
senior SWOs received a majority of the higher ratings from FY08 to FY10. As 
expected, SWO Captains (0*6) and Commanders (0-5) received a major portion 
of the EP (5) and MP (4) ratings of 88 and 70 percent, respectively. However, 
there is still a portion of SWO Captains (0-6), Commanders (0-5) and Lieutenant 
Commanders (0-4) who received bonuses from FY08 to FY10 that had a quality 
rating of a P (3). Appendix 7 provides the raw data depicted in Figure 6. 
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FIGURE 6: QUALITY RATINGS OF OFFICERS RECEIVING A SWO BONUS 

BY PAY GRADE 
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When analyzing the SWO Bonus data as it relates to designator, the 
histogram, as represented below in Figure 7, reveals that ten of the 1,871 
records had non-SWO designators from FY08 to FY10. Of the ten records with 
non-SWO designators, eight records indicated that SWO bonuses were paid out 
to SWOs in the same year that they were redesignated from a SWO. Even 
though a majority of SWO data revealed a quality component related to a bonus 
award. Navy still spent $0.4 million on eight officers who no longer have a SWO 
designator over the three fiscal years reviewed. Additionally, the eight SWOs 
were quality officers, as displayed in Appendix 8, which questions why they were 
allowed to lateral transfer when these officers has just received initial SWO 
bonuses. 


Designator Histogram 
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FIGURE 7: HISTOGRAM OF DESIGNATORS 


When analyzing the SWO bonus data as it relates to length of service 
(LOS), the histogram, as represented below in Figure 8, confirms that 104 of the 
520 SWOs were paid initial SWO bonuses after they were retirement eligible 
from FY08 to FY10. Given the fiscal environment over the last three years, the 
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requirement to pay a SWO bonus to officers with at least 20 years of service has 
to be reviewed when that requirement costs $7.1 million. Furthermore, eight of 
the 104 officers paid initial SWO bonuses after they were retirement eligible 
received quality ratings of three, at a cost of $600 thousand. Additionally, another 
87 officers were paid $7.1 million in initial payments with LOSs between 16 and 
19 years. Again, given the employment landscape, the SWO bonus policy should 
be reviewed to ensure that the policy is updated to reduce the number and/or 
amount of bonuses given during high unemployment periods. 
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III. RECOMMENDATIONS AND CONCLUSION 


A. RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. Utilize standard methodology to obtain data on monetary and non¬ 
monetary incentives for further studies. 

2. Have direct interaction with data owners. When conducting similar 
research, meet with NPRST personnel to establish objectives and validate that 
NPRST understands the data element requirements. 

3. Conduct further studies on other monetary incentives such as 
Aviator Continuation Pay, Nuclear Continuation Bonus and Tuition Assistance. 
Additionally, obtain more non-monetary incentive data such as base housing 
information and child development center enrollment. Compare the monetary 
and non-monetary data to the quality of the officers and Sailors receiving the 
incentive. 

4. Analyze SRB and enlisted no-cost PCS move data to identify any 
similarities and differences in comparison to the SWO analysis conducted in this 
report. 


5. Review SWO bonus policy to ensure that SWOs that apply for 
lateral transfer are currently not executing a SWO bonus contract. 

6. In the current constrained resource environment, future research 
should include a quality aspect or perspective. Officer and enlisted performance 
must be a major factor as to type and amount of incentives an officer or enlisted 
member should receive to retain them in the Navy. 

B. LIMITATIONS 

1. This project did not assess any monetary or non-monetary 
incentives other than those addressed under the project Scope. 

2. RWC Manpower Consultants did not attempt to assess the possible 
influence of other factors on officer and Sailor quality or choice of retention 
incentives other than those addressed in the project Scope. 
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3. Research was limited to taking isolated monetary and non¬ 
monetary incentives and assuming the officer or Sailor had a choice between 
them while in actuality the two types of incentives were not linked when the 
individual chose an incentive. 

4. Evaluation of Sailor quality was based on the assignment of a 
Promotable (P), Must Promote (MP) or Early Promote (EP) in the 
Fitness/Evaluation Report process. 

5. Based on the time required to establish the methodology to obtain 
and structure the data files, RWC Manpower was not able to complete analysis 
of the enlisted data in time to include it with this project. 

6. While the project has established a methodology for future research 
on the impacts of Sailor quality on retention incentives, RWC Manpower 
Consultants will not be responsible for future research or development of data to 
support future research. 

C. CONCLUSIONS 

1. Methodology is the most important element of the study. NPRST 
believes this research project has helped them develop a strategy to successfully 
support future research studies on Navy Officer and enlisted quality and its 
relationship to Navy personnel programs and incentive structures. 

2. Naval Postgraduate School can duplicate this methodology to aid 
future capstone projects, graduate student theses, and faculty research. 

3. Reducing risk in management of PM in relationship to academic 
research will enable expansion of research opportunities that can benefit the 
Navy. 


4. Even though a majority of SWO data revealed a quality component 
being applied to a bonus award. Navy still spent $3 million on 36 officers 
evaluated as Promotable and $0.4 million on 8 officers who no longer have a 
SWO designator over the three fiscal years reviewed on SWO bonus payments. 
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APPENDIX 1: NO COST PCS DATA 


FY08 PCS 


Ratine 


Total = 348 


# of Officers 


1 received both = 4 



Total 


0% 


28% 


5% 


38 

10 


5 


Total 


39 received both 



9% 


32% 


100 % 


FY10PCS 


Total = 550 


3 received both 
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APPENDIX 2: FY 08 TO FY10 NO COST PCS AGGREGATE DATA 


FY08-10 PCS 

Total = 1453 





Rating 

# of Officers 

% of Total 




0 


19% 

1 

i 4 

0% 

2 

’ 2 

0% 

3 

551 

38% 

4 

139 

10% 

5 

482 

33% 

Total 

1453 

100% 
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APPENDIX 3: SWO BONUS DATA 
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APPENDIX 4: FY 08 TO FY 10 SWO BONUS AGGREGATE DATA 


FY08-10 SWO 

Total = 520 





Rating 

# of Officers 

% of Total 




0 

95 

18% 

1 

0 

0% 

2 

0 

0% 

3 

36 

7% 

4 

101 

19% 

5 

288 

55% 

Total 

520 

100% 
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APPENDIX 5: SWO BONUS AND NO-COST PCS QUALITY 



(Multiple 

FITREP_FY 

Hems) 


Count of ID 

SWO 

B 



INDIV PROMOTE REC 


Grand 

SWOB_FY 

ZPCS_FY 

OM 

1 

Total 

8 

8 

0 

1 

1 


8 Total 

1 

1 


10 

0 

1 

1 



5 

1 

1 



4 

1 

1 


10 Total 

3 

3 

8 Total 

4 

4 

9 

8 

0 

2 

2 



5 

16 

16 



4 

5 

5 


8 Total 

23 

23 


9 

0 

2 

2 



3 

5 

5 



5 

25 

25 



4 

7 

7 


9 Total 

39 

39 


10 

0 

5 

5 



3 

2 

2 



5 

11 

11 



4 

5 

5 


10 Total 

23 

23 

9 Total 

85 

85 

10 

8 

0 

2 

2 



5 

2 

2 


8 Total 

4 

4 


9 

5 

6 

6 


9 Total 

6 

6 


10 

5 

2 

2 



4 

1 

1 


10 Total 

3 

3 

10 Total 

13 

13 

Grand Total 

102 

102 
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APPENDIX 6: SWO BONUS GENDER AND QUALITY 


SWO Bonus Gender & Quality 

Female 




# of Officers 

% of Total 




0 

12 

23% 

1 

0 


2 

0 

0% 

3 

3 

6% 

4 

11 

21% 

5 

27 

51% 

Total 

53 

100% 




Male 



Rating 

# of Officers 

% Of Total 




0 

83 

18% 

1 

0 

0% 

2 

0 

0% 

3 

33 

7% 

4 

90 

19% 

5 

261 

56% 

Total 

467 

100% 




TOTAL 

520 
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APPENDIX 7: SWO BONUS GRADE AND QUALITY 
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APPENDIX 8: SWO BONUS DESIGNATOR AND QUALITY 


FITREP 


FY 

JAin_ 


Count of 

ID 

SWO 

B 






Gran 

SWOB F 


SWOB ENTIT 

INDIV PROMOT 


d 

Y 

DESIG 

LEMENT 

E_RECOM 

1 

Total 

8 

6160 
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5 

1 

1 



50000 Total 

1 

1 


6160 Total 

1 

1 

8 Total 

1 

1 

9 

6110 
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4 

1 

1 



50000 Total 

1 

1 


6110 Total 

1 

1 


6120 

50000 

5 

1 

1 



50000 Total 

1 

1 


6120 Total 

1 

1 


6160 

50000 

5 

1 

1 



50000 Total 

1 

1 


6160 Total 

1 
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5 

1 

1 




4 

1 

1 



50000 Total 

2 

2 


6180 Total 

2 

2 

9 Total 

5 

5 

10 
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5 

1 
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50000 Total 

1 

1 


6130 Total 

1 

1 
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4 

1 
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50000 Total 

1 

1 


6160 Total 

1 

1 

10 Total 

2 

2 
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Total 




8 
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